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AR-D-1998a 


Ik August 1952 


HMXMOm fORt Colonel U K* White 


1* Z sho u ld to Address sons remarks to these papers on the 
25X1 A ?BC and the proposed They must he prefaced by the 

Observation that I am not informed on changes which hewn taken or say 
take place in the XBC philosophy or procedure* X hate gathered from a 
remark of yours a couple of days ago that perhaps there was some change, 
aaybe brought shout by the W/f reorganisation* With that apology for 
what might otherwise be stupid arguments, X s ho ul d like to eay first that 
I cannot agree with the iapUeatioas of the last sentence of Bouston’s 
memorandum of 8 August* Zt is none too clear; he sews to say that 
project approval under an approved program is fully a Wfe function, 
responsibility, and authority, with such approval to be given, of course, 
only after the proposed project has been properly staffed out* If this 
is what he intends to say, Z must take exception to the position* I am 
sure that evidence exists in support of ay belief that there have been 
projects which superficially fell in line with a covering program, but 
either by accident or design altered or were at variance with the policy 
line of the program* 


2* When I was vith|^^H| comment was often made about "umbrella 
pro gram s or projects," or, vit^the same meaning, " en a bling acts*" It 
was particularly true in FE^^that they would attaspt to get approval of 
a broad charter, so flexible or nebulously written as to allow practically 
anything project -wise In the name of the program objective* Z feel that 
qd/A conc urren ce in such an approach would be an ab d ic a t ion on his part* 
Belated to this whole argument is my agreement with your c o mm ent s of 17 April 
that we need to tighten control* You spoke of tightening control on money* 
Ibis, Z agree, is important, but X think even more important is the control 
by the HD /A of the support eoaaltaeats necessarily involved in a project* 
Honey In end of Itself is not necessarily reflective of the support consid- 
erations. A $1,000,000 project in one instance might be a cash grant to. 


25X1 C let us say. 


|for a particular effort, while a 4000,000 project 

in another esse might well involve a procurement requirement on 41m 
Garrison of such a nature as to take a major portion of his effort for 
a period of time. If, then, we allow Jffi/P approval of projects within 
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hroed programs ap proved by IRC, w hm allowed unilateral determination by 
an operator of tha su ppor t load to be placed on esastml adminis tration* If 
va fall and the project fails as a result, who Is to blame* The answer is 
obvious* "Va bad a good shew going* but va oould not gat tha stuff to fun it." 
Tha central adatnl irtrative structure and the central a dminis trative concept 
would be nibbled to death if the 2 H3/A, as a member of the IRC, oould not 
exercise sons influence over projects which were noun ted. 

3* Another item related to the general problem of tight control, but 
having nothing to do with the administrative support except in a general way. 
Is that* which In passing I alluded to in ay comments on Houston's position, 
a general program may have a proper Objective and may represent a reasonable 
allocation of Agency effort but be used to cover projects which have such 
an explosive potential as to endanger the Agency* Its people* or even the 
national security. 


25X1 A 


25X1 C 


25X1 C 

tlonal determination is* of course* not fully an administrative concern* 
Howe ve r , X do believe that any program and project approval procedure should 
recognise these criteria of sensitivity* and we in the Jffl/A complex should, 
as a duty to the Agency and to the Country, demand that Agency procedures 
provide for levels of review of proposals appropriate to their implications 
in every respect* Mote that paragraph 3E{e) speaks of "approval of a 
project by appropriate authority * • »* This would imply various levels 
of authority which are not otherwise vary well defined in the draft* In 
other words* it recognises the principle Z have been discussing but with* 
out clear and proper definition and without due regard to the sensitivity 
In whatever form it may take* 


4* Some tfj * 1 * back, ary* X perhaps this * 1 * a tha 

we in AS/S prepared a paper on IRC* In the paper we attempted 

to establish what we called "criteria of sensitivity*" This is in part 
recognised in 31(2) of the proposed regulation. Me felt, at that time, 
and X still feel* that the levels of approval on a project should be 
determined not only on grounds of the money involved but also of the 
possible mischief either of successful conclusion of a project or the 
unsuccessful conclusion of a project* A $1,000,000 cash grant to the 
equipment, although involving a considerable mm of money* 
it well be a very safe sort of project* On the other hand, a $5,000 
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